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AN_INVESTIGAVION INTO THE RELATIONSHIP OF STUDENT TEACHER'S
PERCEIVED PROBLEMS TO THOSE CF SUPERVISING TEACHERS

Objective
The purpose of this study was to Investigate the relationship between
student-teacher and supervising-teacher perceived problems. The Investigation
was focused on the following major goals:
1. To ldentify problem areas in student-teaching experiences as
perceived by student teachers,
2, To identify problem areas In student-teaching experiences as
perceived by supervising teachers.

3. To compare the problem areas identified by the two target groups.

Theoretical Framework

It has been sald that since each student teaching assignment is unique,
no two student teachers will have Identical problems, nor can the probliems be
handled by the application of simple sclutions, Experience has shown, however,
that general problem areas may bs analyzed and discussed In the classroom, The
identification of specific probiem areas for study has been a concern of varlous
teacher training Institutions, Harrow, Dzluban, and Rothberg (1972) Investigated
student tcacher problems and éonc1uded that certain areas could be systematically
categorized, They recommended, however, the categorization of those problems
should be reviewed by supervising teachers for verification,

During the practice teaching experience when student-teachers were in the
schools, weekly seminars were conducted to ldentify, discuss, and derive possible
solutions for problems which had occurred, (t was dﬁrlng the period of woékly
seminars “hat problems were ldentified In student teaching., Probiems that the
student tsachers were having were collected on a weekly basis, There problems

were reviewed as to their relationships to each other,,..Fifty problems were




selected. (Table 1) Each was then rated as to their degree of
‘severity by the student teachers, |

Neal, Butts, and Clemmons (1971) stated that the teacher problem
is at hand when a mental or physical difficulty which demands reflective
thinking presents itself, If the problems are to be solved by the
student teacher in the best interests of che pupil in a learning situ-
ation, supervising teachers should be aware of that which confronts the

- ' student teacher as a problem,

Theoretically, the teacher education program should give the student
teacher the knowledge, skill, and attitude needed to fulfill the needs
of a successful teacher. The grouping of the problems by the students

were then considered as problems by the supervising teachers,

ds_and Data Source

The Student Teaching Problem Questionnalre was administefed to
sixty-two student teachers and sixty-two supervising teachers. (N=124),
Each of the problems was rated using a five pnint Likert Scale ranging
from strongly agree to strongly disagree,

The items for the entire sample were intercorrelated and that
matrix subjectgd to an Incomplete principal components resolution,
Components were retained for rotation corresponding to the elgenvalues
of the matrix greater than one and rotated according to the direct
oblimin criterion (A= 0). Pattern coefficients absolutely greater
than .3 were utilized for interpretation purposes.

Upon determination of the interpretable components, the sailient
{tems for each were summed., Thosescores between the student and
supervising teacher groups were then analyzed utilizing mqltlvarlate
analyses of varience. The model for the procedure is )(:A?;""E

where X is the matrix of cell means, A Is the appropriate design matrix,

Q 2




3

&

error variates, Univariate and step=down F ratios were also computed

for the dependent measures,

is the matrix of parameters to be eéstimated;, and E is the matrix of

Results
o “The component salution produced five interpretable dimonsions which ~ -
- - were named as faltows: . L o e
~ -~ _GROUP § DISCIPLINE ) S -
e 6. Students not stay;-ing in seats. o T o ..339 _____ -
Lol T "7. Students always causing a disturbance. ) o~ . .B53 |
;_ ) - s == . - 9, Students picking on other studen'ts verbally, 507 . -
T . .. .. = th, Students refusing directions. L e W85
IR 18, Students talking back.- - -u778 -
e . Swdénts cursing. T ~ 0 .789 T “‘
- T Ty .~ Students refusing to do any work or participate. . -. .'_- 573 . '
h - 22, - Students fighting, o 746 _ )
] 23. Students suspended return to school anyway. 4037 \ -
- 25, "Studenté'ékiné egulpment (stealing). e “,__;.}"0 R
T v 3'r'~r-"’_'stude;nf"asslstant'h’o’t helping teacher, . 386
S e T : T . -~
e T ‘\ T GROUP 11 MOTIVATION - h - .
- ;_. _ —;.u-._w 2, .Siudent; not bringing supplies to class, i 498 )
: S =77 __7B. -Stucents skipping school and class. ¢ .. .38 T
_ "v' - ’::_? e ""IO--...Stuéents“hot prepared; - T e - T — ..619\:_: .
. -, ] BEARCERES o ‘Students lack-of attention, IR .36;"_ .,“_ }
e " 13.. Small group of students asking and answering most. e
- ;_. ~ L of teacher's questions., - o~ .~ .318
- i . ﬁ-» .15, Students never” finishing homuwe k. . ;_.6653 |
i - 30, Students not doing assignment work. .778° -
- E]{[IC ~._ .35. Pep ra*lllgs called on short motice. . B 'Jﬂhr.- :
= : 3 . . . e S e



GROUP 111 POLICIES .

23, Students suspended returning to school, 324
29, Most students in class failing test, +339
kt, Films arriving at wrong time, 394
46, Wrong numbers on classroom doors. .7071

L47. Teacher gives assignment and intern will have to
follow up. .868

48. Teacher giving a test to student to take home and

do when intern meant for It to be given In class. -~ .811
h9. Overhearing students talk about steallng. 506
50. Teacher says that you are teaching too slow, .605

A — G  —————  ——

3. Girls not sitting properly, .901
L. Girls combing halr and putting make-up on in class. .664
5. Students exchanging homework to finish it. .6U45
11. Boys putting hands on girls, . .373
31. Gum chewing in class, ' .326

GROUP V ADMINISTRATION
i

17. Students knocklng{on desk. .379
32, Students loud i~ discussions. ) .307
35. Pep rallies called on short notice. - - .332
36, Ditto machines in use., - 737
LO. Classes with an over abundance of one sex.. | 647
L4, Failure of lights. 495
49, Overhearing students talk about stealing. ' 31

The multivariate F ratio for the group comparison of 2.07
(D.F, 5, 118) revealed a probability of less than,0736. The uni-
El{j}:‘ . variate F's showed Discipline (P & .04) and administration (P<.063)
g . 4 :




to have low assocliated alpha error rates. In both cases the student
teacher viewed these as more serlious problems than the supervising
teachers, The correlations among the dependent measures ranééd from
.61 to .24, For practical purposes, the results revealed a difference

in the two groups involving perceptions of discipline and administration.
(Table 1i & 111) '

Conclusions and Importance

An analysis of the data revealed that at least five maln areas of
study might be Included in curriculum development fof an effecélve
student teacher preparation program. The five areas of study which
emerged as relevant to effective student teacher preparation program
concerned administrative functions, discipline of students, probiems of
student peer groups, motivation of student;. and pollicies of the school
and school system,

Of the five percelved student-teaching problem areas which were
Identifled, two (discipline and administration) emerged with low

. assoclated probabilities between the two target groups, Supervising
teachers perceived discipline of students and administrative functlons
as baing minor problem areas, Where as student-teachers percelved just
the opposite. The results of this study may have an Impact on éurrlculum

change for teacher training institutions.
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10,
11,
12,

13,

1h,
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20,
21,
22,
23.
24,
25.

TABLE |

PROBLEMS IN STUDENT TEACHING
Students who are so tired they don't seem to be able to keep
thelr eyes open during class.
Students not bringlng supplies. to class.
Girls not sitting properly,
Girls combing hair and putting make-up on in class,
Students exchaﬁging homework to finish it,
Students not staying in seats,
Students always causing a disturbance.
Students picking on other students verbally,
Students rot prcpared. |
Students lack of attention.
Boys putting hands on yiris,
Students lack of attention.

Small group of students asking and answering most of teacher's
quesgjons. ‘

Students refusing directions.

Students never finishing homework.

Students changing answers on test when being reviewed,
Students knocking of desk.

Students talking back.

Teacher seems to be calling the class down the entire period,
Students cursing.

Students refusing to do any Qork or participate.
Students fighting.

Student suspended returns to school anyway.

Students taking medicine,

Students taking equipment (stealing).
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26, Students smoking on school grounds.

27. lLack of school spirit,

28, Students who are slow learners.

29. Most students In class falling test,

30. Students not doing assignment work,

31. Gum chewing In class,

32, Students loud-in discussions,

33. Students under fnfluence of drugs.

34, Student assistant not helping teacher,

35. Pep rallies called on short notice.

36. DItto machines in use,

37. Student control at assembly.

38. Restrooms lockad (prevent smoking).

39. Classes without books.

Lo, Classes with an over abundance of one sex.
Li. Films arriving at wrong time,

42, Not enough supplfes.

L3. Not being able to use gym or classroom when needed.
LY, Failure of 1ights, |

L5, Photographers taking pictures in gym.

k6. Wrong numbers on classroom doors,

L7. Teacher gives assignment and intern will have to follow up.

- 48, Teacher giving a test to student to take home and do when Intern
meant for it to be given in class.

h9. Overhearing students talk about stealing.

50. Teacher says that you are teaching too slow,




TABLE |1

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
FOR THE DEPENDENT MEASURES -

Students Supervlisers
X T X T
Discipline 34.5 7.8 n,s 8.8
MotlIvation 27.b 5.3 27.8 5.1
Policles 14,9 3.0 15.3 3.2
Peer 21,5 5.6 19.9 5.6
Administration  19.6 b1 18.1 5.9
TABLE {11

RESULTS OF THE MULTIVARIATE
* ANALYS IS OF VARIANCE

Multivarjate F = 2,07, (D.F = 5,118) P < 074

Variable HYP. M.S. F P
Discipline 288.07 L,17 .04
Hotivation 6.32 .23 .63
Policies 3.55 | .36 | .5h
Peer . 71.56 | 2,49 11

Administration 71.25 3.49 .06

Error Terms (within cells)
68.97
27.23
31.07

9.77
20.36




TEACHER COMMENTS

.1, Student teachers face the same problems as the teacher because they
are put into the same situation. More proBiems may arise becauss students
may try to take advantage of student teachers. The student teacher may
have problems affected by his or her personality that is dlfferant ffom

the cooperating teacher.

2. Since the student teacher Is the acting teacher, | believe the problems
he or she would have would be the same as the teacher in fleld., Perhaps
they would have a few more cases due to Inexperience and needing to learn

what solution best fits what problem,

3. On the whole, it was the consensus of the group that those probiems
that had been identified by student teachers, were, in the majority of

cases, problems of most teachers in the fisid.

4, In a specific situation, any one of the fifty problems 1isted could
be much more than trivial, |

An experienced teacher will tdentify the most Imp;rtant problems and
cope with only those for which there Is a possible solution, moving from
problem to problem toward_a general Improvemént.

Student teachers may be inclined to state their problems in terms of,
"The student won't.....' where the experienced teacher will express the
situation in such a way as to place ﬁlmself in the-Center of the problem
as, ''! can not get ......", of "} must find a Way.f.....".

A positive plan of action identifies the teacher as the one who has

the problem, not the student.
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